Introduction
The aim of this paper is to elaborate on a specific aspect of the author's recently completed PhD dissertation (Menzel submitted) that was only briefly touched on in the dissertation and in previous publications on ellipses as cohesive devices in English and German corpus texts Menzel forthcoming) . The dissertation "Understanding English-German contrasts -a corpus-based comparative analysis of 'sentence' or 'cohesion' which would equally be difficult to sum up in one-sentence dictionary definitions.
The legacy of Greek and Latin rhetorical-grammatical categorisation and the thinking of seventeenth-and eighteenth-century prescriptivists from a particularly productive period for the development of grammatical norms and classifications are two important factors that have paved the way for our modern grammatical terms. Putting the concept of ellipsis into a wider historical context of Greek and Latin grammatical and rhetorical terminology and its reception and adaptation from the Renaissance to modern times is a useful step that will help to untangle some of the complex issues regarding this term.
Ellipsis is still a concept that is difficult to pin down empirically in corpus-linguistic research. We will therefore also address some aspects of the operationalisability of the traditional ellipsis concept for empirical quantitative studies. The existing literature provides us with relatively broad or vague descriptions of ellipses which do not readily translate into an operational definition that we can apply to corpus data. This has hindered the development of clear hypotheses in quantitative terms in the past.
The discussion is organised as follows. After this introductory chapter, Chapter 2 starts by sketching the history of ellipsis as a grammatical concept from classical antiquity to modern times. Chapter 3 gives an overview on some prominent contemporary ellipsis taxonomies. In Chapter 4, we discuss challenges for empirical, corpus-based studies arising from existing ellipsis descriptions and present an annotation scheme for ellipses as cohesive devices and some findings from a cross-linguistic corpus study.
Finally, in Chapter 5, we present our conclusions.
A brief historiography of ellipsis as a grammatical concept

The grammatical heritage of classical antiquity
To a certain extent, the concepts and categories we now use to analyse and describe modern languages have been shaped by the heritage of early philological, rhetorical 166 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 and even philosophical discourses. Therefore, this chapter provides a closer look at the emergence and historical development of ellipsis as a linguistic concept from classical antiquity to modern times.
The term ellipsis comes from the Greek word ἐλλείπ-ω which means: to leave out, fall short of, lack, be inferior to. Grammarians have borrowed the term from early rhetorical theory where ellipsis was understood as a stylistic devise used for linguistic brevity, conciseness and focus. The classical Greek term for ellipsis came into Latin usage about 2000 years ago. Later, English and German as well as other modern languages borrowed the grammatical sense of this word from the classical languages.
Presumably this took place slightly later than the earlier recorded borrowing of the geometrical sense of the word, but it may have happened at the beginning of the 17th century, at a time when more and more educational institutions were established in Europe.
From the very beginning of the discussion on ellipses until now, there has been disagreement among scholars about an exact definition, possible subtypes and the clear distinction from other structures; it is impossible to miss these parallels between classical and contemporary discussions of ellipses. Smith (1986: 73) who examined ellipsis definitions of English grammarians from different centuries, each influenced to a different extent by the writings of early Greek and Latin scholars, compared the concept to a polymorphic chameleon not only changing across time, but also according to the language under discussion and according to the perception of the author. He called it a syntactic quicksand able to swallow all kinds of constructions (ibid. 360), which is a fitting and appropriate metaphor because there has always been a tendency to subsume a multitude of different patterns under the notion of ellipsis -from optional omissions of single words within complex structures to short one-word fragment, with numerous types of structures in between. ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 Investigating the nature of the ellipsis concept and its complex evolution over the centuries may indeed sometimes seem like examining a chameleon concept. A term used both in rhetoric and syntax, ellipsis has always had a dual nature as linguistic deviation and rhetorical figure at the same time. Early sources on rhetoric and grammar already stressed the ambivalence of ellipses as examples of deviant or non-standard grammar that can also be used for reasons of emphasis, economy or style. On the one hand, ellipses were described as an elegant linguistic strategy to avoid unnecessary reiteration. As a figure of speech, ellipses were considered part of ornateness, one of theories. The thought that a word can be regarded as being present in an underlying structure if it is understood, although the sign for it does not appear, probably goes back as far as ancient Greece, namely to Aristotle's "De Interpretatione" (Latin title by which the work is usually known), as has been claimed by Smith (1986: 23) . Householder (1981: 17) , on the other hand, suggested that it was Apollonius Dyscolus who invented the concept of an abstract underlying structure of language. Particularly the literature on ellipsis that appeared from the 1970s to the present took up the question whether ellipsis resolution is mainly syntactic or semantic in nature and whether ellipsis involves deletion from an underlying syntactic structure or not.
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Several examples of ellipses provided by early grammarians already exhibit many aspects of modern discussions, for instance, whether grammatical categories such as ellipsis are broad or abstract enough to be used as cross-linguistic categories. In many cases, the internal structures of phrases or clauses containing an ellipsis site are language-specific, but have certain parallels to other languages. In Ancient Greek, for instance, we find several impersonal 3rd person verbs with no explicit syntactic subjects, e.g. astraptei [(it) is lightning] or huei [(it) is raining] where it has been suggested that an underlying definite subject (Zeus) can be understood. Additionally, the deletion or substitution of articles was seen as a typical elliptical phenomenon in
Greek. This phenomenon has a certain parallel in modern languages that have articles, such as English and German, but since Latin had no articles -and obviously no equivalent to article ellipsis -grammarians of Latin such as Priscian started to subsume those structures under the term of ellipsis that were typical non-realised elements in
Latin, e.g. pronouns and prepositions which were often redundant in Latin due to casemarking and verbal morphology, but could be inserted for emphasis.
The non-realisation of the copula verb in the present tense between a noun phrase and a predicative expression is an example for optional omissions in both Latin and Greek which were possible since the copula does not describe any specific verbal action. In order to be applied to the specific structures of various modern languages.
Effects of prescriptivism and the development of language norms
The previous section has illustrated how our modern understanding of grammatical concepts is, at least indirectly, influenced by grammatical descriptions of classical languages. Another non-negligible factor that played a role in paving the way for our current understanding of ellipsis are the writings of early prescriptivist grammarians from the seventeenth-and eighteenth-century onwards who extensively discussed this concept in debates about language norms, correct language use and the notion of the complete and well-formed sentence.
This section will discuss some important stages in the development of language norms and modern grammatical categorisations. It deliberately has a strong focus on the evolution of grammatical description and grammatical theory-formation in the Englishspeaking world as the ellipsis annotation scheme we suggested in our study (Menzel submitted) (1635) and Spain (1713) (cf. van Gelderen 2006: 224) , but no such academy was ever successfully established. printed with regard to domestic and international markets and educational systems.
English prescriptive grammarians from this period were still heavily influenced by
Latin grammatical concepts and categories and often attempted to make English grammar follow Latin rules: "Despite the triumph of English in all domains of use, Latin grammar continued to cast a long shadow over the grammatical analysis of the vernacular" (Finegan 1998: 547) .
There has always been a relatively subjective acceptance and rejection of certain grammatical structures, including elliptical constructions, particularly by grammar prescriptivists. In an attempt to standardise and stabilise the English language and to reduce it to a certain set of teachable rules, prescriptivist grammarians started to set up strict rules of grammatical usage condemning those forms and constructions that they 18th-century works on grammar, while some later sources criticised these types of intrasentential omissions as being ungrammatical. From the 18th century on, copula omissions in spoken language are another example of omissions that became, in the opinion of some, indicators of an incorrect or defective use of English. Such omissions became particularly associated with the 'broken English' of speakers of English-based pidgins and creoles (Rickford 1998) . In general, 18th-century authors saw omissions as a useful means when they helped to avoid repetitions, but criticised ellipses when they resulted in ambiguity or were used in a non-standard way. However, these early grammarians unduly inflated the ellipsis concept and suggested numerous Despite the multitude of slightly or greatly varying ellipsis descriptions from that period, grammar writing in the 18th century involved a lot of plagiarism -sample sentences and passages were often copied from one grammar to another, including translated material from books originally written in Latin or French. The main goal at that time was not seen in describing language as used by the common people or developing innovative linguistic theories, but in suggesting (and selling) new and better methods for teaching the grammatical principles of the vernacular. This inevitably led to many terminological simplifications and generalisations (Smith 1998: 435 The topics of classical grammar writing and early grammar writing on languages such as English and German are quite complex but help to explain the evolution of the current understanding (and misunderstanding) of the meaning of the term ellipsis. It is possible that particularly English reflects a strong influence of the grammatical heritage and analytical methods of early Latin and Greek grammarians that were enjoying a revival in a period of time when the standardisation of English received a lot of attention. Moreover, fewer deviations from the standard sentence pattern were tolerated from then on in English and this may explain a tendency to see ellipses and sentence fragments as inferior compared to other sentence types, which is probably more pronounced in English than with regard to German or other modern languages.
Ellipsis and the history of the sentence concept
The historical development of 'ellipsis' as a linguistic concept is strongly related to debates about correct language use as shown in the previous section. It is particularly related to the notion of the correct, complete and well-formed sentence and the definition of its obligatory elements. However, the sentence is another complex concept whose meaning may seem evasive. Highly depending on the definition of such linguistic reference units, ellipsis is a relative concept as it refers to what is understood as a complete unit in which an omission can take place.
The current debate on the meaning of 'sentence' is thought to be dominated by approaches and definitions that occurred from the 1950s onwards, but Graffi (2001: 111-166) demonstrates that this topic was carefully investigated long before, which paved the way for modern definitions, just as the related concept of ellipsis has been evolving over a long period of time. There are definitions of the sentence which 175 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 classical tradition handed down to us (e.g. by Priscian who defined a sentence in rather philosophical terms as an arrangement of words that follows some criteria of combination having the capacity of expressing a complete thought) or the 18th-century Port-Royal grammarians' tripartite structural definition of sentential propositions with subject, copula and predicate. Ries (1931) listed more than 150 different sentence definitions, many of which date from the late 19th century alone. For some grammarians, the main characteristics of the sentence were its expression of thought and its propositional content. Others rather emphasised its form and its essential syntactic constituents. Jespersen (1933: 106) coined the label of 'nexus' for the subject- factors such as speech prosody and the intonation which we naturally associate with the end of units in spoken language as well as punctuation used to mark the closure of an orthographic unit in written language. Ellipsis has raised a number of questions on how syntax and semantics, but also pragmatics and phonology, interact with each other.
It would be interesting to trace the main stages of the early history of grammar writing in Europe in more detail, but this chapter confined itself to the most relevant aspects of the grammatical heritage of classical antiquity and the past centuries demonstrating briefly the complexity of the evolution of grammatical norms and of ellipsis as a grammatical concept.
Contemporary ellipsis descriptions
Both the ellipsis and the sentence concept have triggered large-scale discussions in modern linguistics and are important topics in grammar instruction with regard to the fields of syntax, stylistics or foreign language teaching. However, it can be observed that statements and exercises from pedagogical grammar workbooks and style guides for writers that are used in educational contexts tend to rely on broad dictionary-like ellipsis definitions; and the concept is not always treated adequately in classificatory terms. Due to such broad definitions, many current approaches are rather 'ellipsophile', in the sense that grammarians still tend to subsume a myriad of fragment types under the notion of ellipsis: non-sentential utterances, non-clausal units, different types of semantic implications, lexical and syntactic reductions, and omissions of single words, constituents and groups of phrasal constituents.
Some for instance, would also consider phenomena such as asyndeton, i.e. the absence constructions cannot be used as linking elements in texts, and they are not always the result of an omission.
The broad and general meaning of the grammatical term 'ellipsis' according to the OED takes both syntactic and semantic aspects into account and explains ellipsis as "omission of one or more words in a sentence, which would be needed to complete the grammatical construction or fully to express the sense; concr. an instance of such a semantic or grammatical omission". No example for ellipsis is given in the quotations for this OED entry that would actually match this description, which may be due to the fact that many OED entries for words in common use lack recent illustrative quotations.
If an entry goes back to the first edition of the OED (1884-1928), the quotation evidence will mostly reflect the material that was available to the editors at the time of writing. Nevertheless, this oft-cited ellipsis explanation that has become widely propagated through this well-known dictionary almost exactly follows the wording that we find in Fowler's "Dictionary of Modern English Usage" which was first published in 1926 and became a classic reference book with several editions published by Oxford University Press. This, in turn, closely resembles the characterisation of ellipsis from Ash's grammar 18 th century grammar describing ellipsis as the "omission of some word or words which must be supplied, either to complete the sense, or to make out the grammatical construction of the sentence" (1769: 119).
The Duden, a German normative dictionary and standard reference for grammar and spelling rules gives a similarly broad explanation for 'Ellipse' as 'Ersparung von Redeteilen; Auslassungssatz' (omission of parts of an utterance, sentence involving an omission) where the nature of the unsaid elements is not specified. Due to the conceptual confusion between anaphoric ellipses and textual omissions on the one hand and other means of brevity such as fragments and non-clausal units on the other hand, all these terms are frequently used interchangeably and synonymously, and many grammar books as well as stylistic guidebooks will advise the reader to avoid the usage of these structures altogether. Students can find numerous exercises to learn how to correct or 'repair' ellipses and fragments and to expand them into complete structures. If pedagogical books recommend using ellipses and fragments in English writing at all, they usually emphasize that these constructions should be used intentionally, but sparingly: "Ninety-nine percent of the time you should use complete sentences in your writing" (Provost 1988: 62) . Those who consider ellipses to be synonymous with sentence fragments would probably point out that they are a typical phenomenon of spoken language and therefore acceptable in texts with feigned orality or emotional and persuasive language. Non-sentential block language can also be used as a technique in advertisement texts, especially when visual elements complete the thought, or in reduced registers with distinct syntactic properties, e.g. instructional writing, broadcast commentaries or weather forecasts. Hartwell (1985: 120) showed that the rule for not writing sentence fragments is Greenbaum and Quirk (1990: 256) additionally distinguish three categories of ellipsis depending on the place where the ellipsis occurs within the construction. They divide omissions into ellipses of initial, medial or final elements. This has sometimes led to a rather simplified description of textual ellipses in pedagogical grammar books where only initial, medial and final ellipsis are given as categories regardless of other aspects (e.g., Downing 2014: 225).
Another oft-cited ellipsis typology is the one proposed by Klein (1981 , building on Bühler 1934 ) who, with a particular focus on German, defined non-gradual subcategories of regular ellipsis where contextual information may be taken from preceding or following utterances, from the perceivable situation or from factual knowledge:
• text-type specific ellipses ("Textsortenellipsen"),
• ellipses as orders to perform actions ("Handlungsellipsen"),
• expressive exclamations ("expressive Ausrufe"),
• elliptical formulaic expressions ("elliptische Formeln"),
• lexicalised or conventionalised ellipses ("lexikalische Ellipse"),
• coordinate ellipses ("Koordinationsellipsen"),
• adjacency ellipses ("Adjazenzellipse"),
• ellipses due to processing difficulties ("verarbeitungsbedingte Ellipsen"),
• ellipses due to incomplete linguistic development ("entwicklungsbedingte Ellipsen"),
• other types of ellipses. (Buss 2004) , or even a 'plague' (Bühler 1934: 189) .
After a thorough examination of the literature on ellipsis as a grammatical concept (of which we mainly addressed the earlier sources in this paper and not the multitude of publications on ellipsis that appeared from the 1970s onwards which were discussed in more detail in Menzel (submitted)), we decided to build on Halliday & Hasan's (1976) ellipsis subcategories for our corpus-linguistic study because Halliday & Hasan were among the few scholars who had focused on the possibility of using ellipses for the connection of sentences in their function as cohesive devices. They associated ellipsis with the textual metafunction in the theoretical framework of Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL). Cohesive devices are an important topic in the systemic functional model which emphasises that languages do not function in isolation, but in actual situations of use and in texts.
Defining and measuring ellipses empirically
The strong empirical focus in contemporary linguistics has drawn the attention of researchers to large textual corpora and quantitative methods as means for analysing discourse phenomena. The challenge with many linguistics terms is that they do not easily provide a basis for empirical research as they have evolved from philosophical and rhetorical concepts and still lack uniform and exact definitions. They have been and are still used as semi-popular terms and their usage is often inconsistent. The challenges of clearly distinguishing ellipses from different structures are, in a way, similar to any early or modern attempts of putting linguistic elements into clear-cut categories, which has led to the fact that many terms are now treated as gradual notions with prototypical and peripheral members. Existing typological schemes do not always place ellipsis subtypes on an equal footing and turn out to have grey areas or overlaps between their categories. This makes them highly non-operational for corpus linguistic analyses.
In our empirical study on ellipses as cohesive devices, we were not able to use a clear existing definition from the literature and had to specify and define the concept in understood" (ibid.: 142). Here again, we see that a familiar concept people also use in everyday speech, which is often vague, has been extended to new domains and to linguistic analysis.
Present-day pedagogical grammar books and textbooks on cohesion and discourse analysis give rather vague or sketchy definitions of cohesive ellipsis or illustrate this phenomenon with examples which in our opinion do not always reflect this concept correctly. In Martin and Rose (2013: 167) , ellipsis in its function as a cohesive device is broadly defined as "referring to participants by leaving them out", for which the following example of a non-repetition of pronouns is given: Suddenly, at strange times, We developed a fine-grained annotation scheme of nominal, verbal and clausal ellipses that aims to ensure that all cases found in the corpus can be placed clearly in only one category in order to provide the basis for a meaningful quantitative analysis. Due to space constraints, we cannot describe the annotation scheme in detail in this section, but refer the reader to Menzel (submitted) for a full description. In our study on ellipsis,
we were mainly concerned with regularly incomplete structures derived from regular phrasal and clausal structures -a 'proper' use of ellipsis. In the annotation scheme, we defined cohesive ellipsis as a phenomenon where the remnant of a syntactic omission is left grammatically incomplete to create an incomplete nominal or verbal phrase or an incomplete clause. We included the omissions of head nouns within noun phrases, of modal, auxiliary or lexical verbs within verb phrases and the omissions of constituents from entire clauses in our definition and focused on those cases of nominal and verbal/clausal ellipses that endophorically establish textual links. That means that 185 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 the content of the ellipsis site can be recovered from its textual antecedent that occurs in a different clause or sentence.
The following example from our corpus illustrates the use of cohesive ellipsesantecedent relations in English and German:
( We excluded exophoric ellipses without textual antecedents that refer exophorically to extra-linguistic elements and can be recovered from to the situational context.
Moreover, we excluded cases such as clause-internal ellipsis-antecedent relations (3) as well as those ellipses that are merely the result of coordination or subordination and cannot refer back to textual passages longer than the coordinated or subordinated structure, for instance gapping structures (4). Examples (3) and (4) can be explained by syntactic rules alone and do not actually establish textual links as cohesive devices. They do not occur within independent grammatical structures, but in a predicative expression within the same sentence or in the second conjunct of a coordinated structure. Non-cohesive ellipses have been annotated separately in order to be analysed for comparative purposes and to clearly distinguish them from cohesive ellipses.
Additionally, the annotation scheme covers other types of fragments such as the abovementioned non-clausal structures or sentence fragments where elements have become isolated from the rest of a statement. We clearly distinguish between ellipses as omissions within and across sentence boundaries and other types of fragments or independent non-clausal units and non-sentential utterances that equally serve as means of language economy, but do not necessarily involve an omission, do not have the potential to be used as cohesive devices.
Some authors would consider such structures as 'improper' cases of ellipses. They have sometimes been described as incorrect usage of punctuation or as grammatical errors in standard written English and German, based on the assumption that such constructions cannot stand alone. Nevertheless, they are sometimes used intentionally as staccato sentences to capture the immediacy of oral narration or to create unexpected linguistic contrasts in advertisement texts or fictional texts. They can also signal a speaking pause, a pause for effect, emphasis, or reflection, which is a typical device in political speeches and political essays in our corpus data. We view these fragment structures as being conceptually different from elliptical structures. Due to stricter word-order conditions and the fact that sentence fragment seem to be frowned upon 187 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 more commonly in English, we expect fragments to occur more frequently in the German data. They have been annotated in the data to compare their frequency with that of elliptical structures involving omissions.
In the following, we will briefly present some results and implications of our corpus study. Additional information on the data and the analytic procedures have been described in other project publications (Menzel submitted, Kunz et al. forthcoming) where more statistical analyses were conducted to compare English and German, written and spoken language and individual text types as well as non-translated and translated texts.
As expected the overall frequencies of cohesive ellipses were relatively low in our data in both English and German compared to other types of cohesive devices. Surprisingly, the absolute numbers of cohesive ellipses in English and German non-translated texts turned out to be exactly identical with 397 occurrences in each corpus section of nontranslated texts. If we compare the normalised frequencies, as the corpus sections have slightly different sizes (English: ca. 408 thousand tokens, German: ca. 414 thousand tokens), we see that English texts have only marginally more cohesive ellipses than German texts. There are about 9.7 cohesive ellipses per 10,000 tokens in English compared to 9.6 in German. Furthermore, our data suggest that the German data have a higher variability than the English data with more German texts having either no cohesive ellipses at all or rather high values, while the English texts are more similar to each other across registers.
The bar chart in Figure 1 visualises the results for the frequencies of cohesive nominal and verbal/clausal ellipses, non-cohesive nominal and verbal/clausal ellipses and fragments in English and German non-translated texts and shows clearly that the frequencies of the ellipses types in the English and German data are very similar. There are more striking differences between the two languages if we look at the frequencies of other fragments in the texts. Fragments are much more frequent than ellipses, but there are marked differences between English and German. They occur considerably less frequently in English than in German. Here again, the data suggest a generally higher variability and more extreme outliers for the German data ( Figure 2 ). The whiskers extend to the most extreme data points that are not considered outliers.
Outliers are plotted using the '+' symbol. The notches in each box represent the 95% confidence interval around the median. MATLAB plots the notches at the median plus or minus 1.57 times the interquartile range divided by the square root of the number of observations. Figure 2 shows that the median values for fragments are 3.64 (EO) and 5.74 (GO). We therefore have a difference of about 2 between the medians of the two groups. As there is a non-overlap of the notch intervals, Figure 2 indicates that the medians for fragments in EO and GO are significantly different at the 5% significance level. While not being a formal test, the comparison of the notches provides a rough measure of the significance of the differences between the values. Thus we can conclude with 95%
confidence that the true medians of the 'populations' of English and German texts differ.
The results indicate that German -probably due to its freer word order and more flexibility for structuring textual information -makes use of sentence fragments more 190 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 often than English and, for instance, places many dislocated sentence elements outside the sentence boundary to signal a pause, to emphasise certain constituents or parts of complex sentences or to make a prepared text sound more natural where English, on the other hand, often puts the same information into a new syntactically complete sentence. Ellipses as textual omissions and cohesive ellipsis-antecedent relations as particular discourse phenomena that contribute to the cohesiveness of texts are relatively rare in both languages, but are used with similar frequencies in both corpus sections.
These results have several practical implications for language learners and professional writers such as journalists or translators. It is necessary to be aware of the functions and differences between ellipses as omissions within and across sentence boundaries and other types of fragments or independent non-clausal units to be able to use these structures appropriately and in language-and register-typical frequencies.
Conclusion
The aim of this paper was to shed light on some of the reasons behind the heterogeneity of attitudes with respect to ellipsis and the relatively loose or even contradictory definitions that can be found in the literature and to illustrate how quantitative corpuslinguistic methods can assist qualitative text analysis. As is the case with many grammatical terms, we can observe certain static and dynamic aspects in the evolution of ellipsis as a linguistic category. Certain types of ellipses establish textual links; other types of omissions are subject to strict locality restrictions and depend solely on syntactic relations. Many other types of sentence fragments and means of language economy have been inadequately subsumed under the ellipsis concept since it was first introduced.
Maintaining vague or excessively broad definitions for ellipsis as a linguistic concept leads to difficulties for empirical, corpus-based studies. On a general level, the aim of 191 ISSN 2453 -8035 DOI: 10.1515 /lart-2016 this study is to suggest a model that makes it possible to specify and define the traditional ellipsis concept in operationalisable terms for empirical quantitative studies.
Additionally, we would like to lay the foundations for a discourse-oriented contrastive grammar on the English-German language pair with relevance to theoretical and applied linguistics, translation studies and foreign language pedagogy.
